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ABSTRACT

Smoke detector education and give-a-way programs were only margina in their success of
overcoming detector compliance barriers. The purpose of this sudy was to determine by evauative
research if avaue change induced behavior (as demonstrated by the purchasing and ingaling asmoke
detector) could be brought about as a result of exposure to a specific public education program. The
problem was not knowing if a public education program about smoke detectors could cause avaue
change induced behavior (VCIB) in the parents of children K through third grade. Theresearch
questionswere;

1. Within adefined group of parents, what were the corresponding percentages of children not
protected by smoke detectorsfirst in a pre-educationa environment and later in a post-educationd
environment?

2. Did aggnificant measurable change occur in the number of children not protected by smoke
detectors within the defined group after their parents were exposed to the materias of apublic
educational program which stresses the importance of smoke detectors?

3. After being exposed to the public educationd program, did aVCIB (as demonstrated by a
willingness to purchase and ingtall a smoke detector) occur?

To answer these questions, survey insruments were sent to a defined group of parents through their
children before and after being exposed to the public education program.

Based on the result of lowering the number of children not protected by smoke detectors from
16.26% to 8%, it was recommended that (1) the fire department should continue to use public fire

education in schools as a primary way to reach awide audience, (2) along-term study of the continua



effectiveness of public fire education programs that resuit in VCIB is needed, and (3) fire safety

educators need to use objective-based, methodicaly prepared presentations to increase VCIB's.
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INTRODUCTION

The problem is not knowing if a public education program about smoke detectors can cause avaue
change induced behavior (VCIB) in the parents of children K through third grade. The purpose of this
study is to determine by evauative research if avaue change induced behavior (as demondrated by the
purchasing and ingalling a smoke detector) could be brought about as a result of exposure to a specific
public education program. The research questions are:

1. Within a defined group of parents, what are the corresponding percentages of children not
protected by smoke detectors first in a pre-educationd environment and later in a post-educationd
environment?

2. Will asgnificant measurable change occur in the number of children not protected by smoke
detectors within the defined group after their parents are exposed to the materias of apublic
educationa program which stresses the importance of smoke detectors?

3. After being exposed to a public educationa program, will aVCIB (as demonstrated by a

willingness to purchase and instal a smoke detector) occur?



BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

Much has been written about smoke detector compliance since their introduction in the home
protection market. The Federal Emergency Management Agency reported the “from previous surveys,
we know that at least 88% of the U. S. households have at |east one detector” (Federa Emergency
Management Agency [FEMA], 1997). Although this reflects a sgnificant population, it iswithin the
balance of households (12%) that 61% of the fire fatdities occur (FEMA, 1997), and ownership
gtatus does not suggest any moativationd reason either to ingtdl or maintain smoke detectors (Jernigan,
1987). Children continue to die in homes not protected by smoke detectors. Tragicdly, in the last
quarter of 1987, 28 children were killed in four housefiresdone. The U. S. Fire Administration report
noted that in each of these incidents smoke detectors were either not present or were placed in an area
that they were not effective (FEMA, 1988). From smoke detector give-a-waysto fire education, many
cregtive programs have been envisoned and ddivered to address this contributing factor to fire deaths.
Project “ Smoke Alarms Saves Lives’ in Fort Worth, Texas, and smilar programs have distributed free
smoke detectorsin high risk areas for a number of years (Brooks, 1987). For some reason, many of
the give-a-way programs have been determined to be ineffective. Battalion Chief James A. Angle of the
South Trail (Horida) Fire Department performed an andysis to determine the effectiveness of a smoke
detector give-a-way and discovered only 44% of the detectors were ingtaled and functioning properly
one-year later (Angle, 1993). Why isit then, do people choose not to protect themselves by ingaling
and maintaining smoke detectors? There seemsto be three possible answersto this question:

economics, availability, and awareness/attitude.



Economics can be dismissed as a vdid reason by pricing low-cost detectors on the market and
reviewing Chief Angle s research paper. For lessthan five dollars, a certified United Laboratories
smoke detector can be purchased at dmost any Wal-mart or K-mart Discount Store in the nation.
Although there were no costs associated with the detectors that Chief Angle' s department distributed,
long term compliance was not achieved. Discount, department, drug, and specidity stores al commonly
stock detectors, making availability of these life saving devices anonissue. Of the three possibly
reasons listed above, avareness/dttitude is the most plausible explanation of the non-compliance issue.
Therefore, fire departments have searched for audiences with whom to address smoke detector
complianceissues. Unfortunately, while there isinterest in the adult population, surveys have shown that
people may not make a specia effort to attend a program devoted solely to fire safety (Porter, 1983).

It isfor thisreason that children’s schoal fire prevention programs are the primary focus of fire
prevention activities in this country (J. Robinson, persona communication, May 21, 1998). Many
public fire education programs that use the schools are quit effective (Bryan, 1979).  In Management

of the Fire Services, Moulton (1989) stated that "the schools are aready there, and in the business of

education and with alittle thought, one additiona use of the schools can be assgting the publicin
learning firesafe behaviors’.  Bare (1977), added that “regardless of how smple or complex the
program for fire safety education isin a community, the basic tools are communication and citizen
involvement”. School-based programs are quite good in both of these areas. 1n addition to the
immediate impact on the children, the fire service uses the children as a delivery mechanism to their host

families. The parents and family of the exposed children are part of the three traditiond audiences



known as tertiliary, primary, and secondary even though they never attended a school presentation.
Primary audiences (potentia victims) and close relationships to the potentia victims (secondary
audiences) are the most frequently targeted audiences for fire prevention education in the City of
Irondale, Alabama (B.King, persona communication, June 6, 1998). A tertiliary audience is one that
has a potentia interest in the children who are the focus of thisstudy (Batchtler, 1995). Since
elementary school programs are the primary delivery means of the life safety education that is presented
in the City of Irondae, Alabama, it isimportant for those programs to be evauated to determine their
effectiveness . It istherefore the validation and judtification of these efforts (measured by avaue
change) that is Sgnificant in this project and related to the evauation phase (phase 1V) of the change

management model taught in the Nationa Fire Academy course Strategic Management of Change.



LITERATURE REVIEW

This project consgders many dimensions of human behavior. Of these dimensions, learning
education, motivation and vaues will be considered. “Learning isthe dteration of behavior as a result
of individua experience’ (Leahey, 19964), whereas education is the discipline concerned with methods
of teaching and learning. Motivation is factors within a human that arouse and direct god oriented
behavior (Guralnik, 1970). Lastly, avaue can be defined as a principle, standard, or quaity
consdered worthwhile or desirable (Leahey, 1996b).
“Learning isareatively permanent change in behavior that occurs as aresult of acquiring new
information”, and "is further defined and divided into various classfications’ (Westhoff, Murnane, Smith,
and Brachage, 1970). Of these divisions, cognitive (knowledge) and affective (attitude) learning apply
here. While cognitive learning can be evduated easlly, learning in the affective domain takestime to
achieve and is not readily observable. Toilludtrate this difference, Chief Angle taught the residents how
to ingdl their free smoke detectors but a sgnificant portion of them failed to ingdled or maintain them
properly (Angle, 1993). They knew how to ingtdl and use the smoke detectors effectively (cognitive
learning) but failed to follow through (affective learning). Another example of affective domain learning
inadequacy within the generd population was highlighted in arecent Nationa Fire Protection
Association [NFPA] report citing that of “39% of respondents that had a home smoke detector go off
last year, only 4% reacted immediately as though there might be afire’ (Coughlin, 1998). Certainly the
prevaence of this gpathetic attitude has contributed to the high fire fatdity satisticsin the United States.

Since the cognitive learning experience aone has proved to be inadequate in causing life safety behavior



changes, motivation for change has to be consdered as a driving force. Humans (according to
Abraham Madow) are motivated by a hierarchy of needs. The second of these needs is security and
the desire to protect onesdf. Madow believed that the need for security would motivate people to
behave in acertain way (Hunt, 1993). Learning does not depend on motivation, but motivation
indirectly affects learning (Cempura, 1993). For avariable to affect learning, it must require repested
practice and lead to a rdlative permanent change in behavior. “Mativation, in contrast, is more
trangtory and can be increased or decrease rapidly” (Logan, 1970). Stated differently, if a desired and
dgnificant vaue can be tied to the motivationa need for security, cognitive and affective learning can
cregte aladting life safety behavior change. VCIB results from the processing of new information or
rethinking of old information (Leahey, 1996b). No study could be found that evaluated VCIB asthe
reason for ingaling smoke detectors. The lack of datain this areainfluenced the author in sdecting this
topic. The desred and significant VCIB chosen for this project isthe ingtdlation of smoke detectorsin
homes previoudy not protected.

Thefire prevention information disseminated in this project involves the lack of smell during deep as
the reason for having smoke detectors and the First Alert® Junior Fire Ingpector Program.  Inthe
report entitled “Nocturnal Olfactory Response to Smoke Odor”, it was reported that a significant
number of test subjects failed to be aroused from deep by smoke odor (Lynch, 1997). For fire
educators concerned with smoke detector issues, the summer of 1997 and Lynch’s report will be
remembered as a significant point on afire prevention timeline. The Junior Fire Ingpector® program

provides the knowledge (cognitive) about how, when and where while the added information about



olfactory response addresses the affective learning of why. Combining the Junior Fire Ingpector® and
the information about nocturna olfactory response was recognized by the Irondae Fire and Rescue
Service as a possible va ue changing concept when used in a public fire education setting. To determine
if this combined program was sdient, a process was designed to access the effectiveness of this

program in bringing about a vaue change.

PROCEDURES

The firg step in the process was to determine smoke detector compliance within the generd kinder-
garden through third grade student populations of Grantswood Elementary, Irondale Community, and
Jefferson Chrigtian Academy Schools. A survey insrument that was authorized by the Jefferson County
School System (Appendix A isacopy of the authorization) was used to determine compliance or non
compliance. All 723 students within the grades mentioned of the three schools were sent a survey, and
326 (roughly 45%) were completed and returned (Appendix B isasample of theinitid survey.) Of the
326 respondents (the defined group), 53 or 16.26% (the study group) reported not being protected by
aworking smoke detector. Although the parents were considered the target audiences, the children
identified as not being protected became our at-risk group for the evaluaive research.  The materids
chosen for use and evauation in this research was the First Alert® Junior Fire Ingpector Program
(Timmon, 1996) to which an information sheet had been added addressing the human body’ s inability to

amell at night (Appendix C isacopy of the First Alert® program, and Appendix D isacopy of the



handout). The added information was used for the firgt time during this research, and it addressesthe
need for security (motivation and affective learning) that Abraham Madow theorized. The First Aleit®
program had been utilized aong with NFPA’s Learn Not to Burn® for the previous two yearsin the
schools selected for this project. Both programs are focused and objective based. After the surveys
were returned, firefighters from the Irondae Fire and Rescue Service visited the designated classrooms
and presented the smoke detector information on an interactive presentation board provided by First
Alert®. In addition to this, the sudents were introduced to the results of Lynch’s (1997) finding that
humans cannot rely on their olfactory sense to protect themsalves from fire during deep. Handouts
(Appendix C & D) were digtributed, and the children were encouraged to take them home.
Approximately one month later, aresurvey form was sent to the children identified in the first survey as
being unprotected (Appendix E is acopy of the resurvey). The purpose of the resurvey wasto
determine if aVCIB (demondrated by the ingtalation of smoke detectors) had occurred. Asan
incentive for the children to return the initia and/or subsequent surveys, the children were given sticker
badges and a chance to win a ddmatian Beanie Baby® toy animal. The Beanie Babies® were
purchased at cost from alocd retail sore. If the children returned dl of their surveys, they were given
the opportunity to guess the number of spots on a designated Beanie Baby®. In dl, fifty “Dottie the
Damatian” Beanie Babies® were given away to the children who guessed correctly.
Limitations

A dgnificant limitation to this research involves the lack of a control group. Since the research was

performed during the fire prevention awareness month of October, a control group would have helped
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determine the effectiveness of this program compared to background information being distributed from
other sources (i.e. handouts, newspapers, magazines, and televisons). Thetime limitation of six months
on this project would not dlow along term evauation of the program. It would be interesting to re-
survey the target audiences one- and two-years post research to determine if alasting change had
occurred. Ancther limitation involves the possible reporting of aVCIB when in fact smoke detectors
were indaled after the initid survey but before the training was conducted. This project assessed the
presence of aworking smoke detector. Another limitation exists because no consideration was given
to the number of smoke detectorsin a household or the frequency of tests performed to determineif the
smoke detectors were operationa. Thefind limitation of this project involves the ddivery of the
program. Essentidly, the fire department relied on a secondary audiences (students) to deliver
information to the primary (parents) audiences. Asking children to deliver information and surveysto
thelr parentsis aformidable task done. Getting the parents to return surveys raises the difficulty level
many times over. In some instances, the surveys were child specific and repeated three and four times

in order to report a sgnificant confidence leve in the results.
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RESULTS

The results are reported in Appendix F, which isaVaue Change Study Table.  Forty-five percent
of the surveys sent to the defined group of parents were returned, indicating that 53 or 16.26% of the
children were not protected by smoke detectors. After the training was conducted, resurvey forms
were sent to the 53 children identified as the study group. Forty-eight of the resurvey forms were
returned, indicating 22 more children were protected by smoke detectors. Although 26 children
remained unprotected , there was a41.51 % reduction in the number of children unprotected by smoke
detectors. When these improvements were gpplied to the origind (initial) survey results, the percentage
of children unprotected dropped from 16.26% (pre-education) to 8% (post-education).

After five years of intengve public fire education programs, it was unexpected to find a higher non-
compliant population (16.26%) within this study’ s defined group than exigts in the generd population of
the United States (12%) according to FEMA (1997).

Resear ch Questions and Answers

1. Within adefined group of parents, what are the corresponding percentages of children not
protected by smoke detectors first in a pre-educationd environment and later in a post-educationd
environment? The answer is 16.26% for pre-education, and 8% for post-education.

2. Will asgnificant measurable change occur in the number of children not protected by smoke
detectors within the defined group after their parents are exposed to the materias of a public
educationa program? The answer isyes. There was a41.51% decrease in the number of children not

protected.
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3. After being exposed to a public educationd program, will aVCIB (as demonstrated by a
willingness to purchase and ingtal a smoke detector) occur? The answer isyes. Based on the
reduction of the number of children (53 to 26) not protected by smoke detectors, aVCIB

(ingtaling smoke detectors) did occur.

DISCUSSION

No value change study could be found to compare the findings of this study; however, acomparison
can be inferentially made to surveys reported by the federal government. Nationdly, 12% of the U.S.
homes are not protected by smoke detectors (FEMA, 1997). Theinitia survey reported that 16.27%
of the defined group was unprotected. That figure was reduced to 8% after exposure to training and
materids. Clearly, areduction in the number of children not protected by smoke detectorsisagoa of
the American fire service. The Irondde Fire and Rescue Service is interested in obtaining this god
through an effective delivery means. The 41.51% decrease in the number of students unprotected by
smoke detectors after exposure to the education and handouts vaidates the program as an effective tool
incausng VCIB’'s. . Chief Angle's study (1993) reported that just giving away smoke detectors was
not enough to ensure smoke detector compliance. The program used in this study taught the residents
why and how as opposed to just how. The success of this program encourages a system wide
implementation of Smilar programs.

The dramatic reduction in the number of children not protected by smoke detectors redized in this
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study should encourage fire educatorsin their various endeavors. Asfor the public fire education
resolve of the Irondale Fire and Rescue Service, the success identified in this study dlows afiscaly
responsible fire chief to commit precious resourcesin ajudtifiable way. The Irondale Fire and Rescue
Sarvice will continue to utilize school children to deliver life safety education. As afootnote to the
discussion of results, the fire department provided detectors to the families of children that remained

unprotected at the end of the study.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The recommendations of the research are three.
1. Fire department should continue to use public fire education in schoolsasa primary way to
reach awide audience.
2. A long-term study of the continua effectiveness of public fire education programsthat result in
VCIB is needed.
3. Fire safety educators need to use objective-based, methodically prepared presentations to

increase VCIB's.
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Appendix B
Initial Survey

LIFE SAFETY SURVEY

Dear Parents,

My nameis Joe Lynch and | serve asthe Fire Chief for the City of Irondde. The Irondae Fire
Department isinterested in obtaining information on smoke detector use and testing in our area. Please
complete the following questionnaire and return to your child’ steacher. Each parent of achild in the
grades K4 through 3 are requested to fill out one form for each child. Please don’t forget to return
your foomby FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1997! Thisform is part of an intendve life sefety program
that your fire department and school areinvolved in. Also, by returning this form, your child will meet
part of the requirements of a promotional program to be announced later by the teachers. You will be
receiving additiond information within the next several weeks concerning this program. The results of
this program will be reported in afuture PTO newdetter.

Child' sfirst name and last initid

Teacher Grade

School

Quedtion:

Is your home currently protected by a working smoke detector?

Yes No

Thank-you
Joe Lynch, Fire Chief
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" PROGRAM .

Dear Parent,

Today your child has participated in a fire safety presentation at school and was sworn in as a
First Alert Junior Fire Inspector.

We know fire safety begins at home, therefore we ve asked that their first duty is to conduct a
fire safety check of their own home. :

Please help us by participating with your child in completing the room-by-room fire safety
checklist enclosed in th|s brochure. It will help you determine if your home and family are fire
safe.

It's a fact that 2 out of 3 lives taken by fire could have been saved with the proper installation
and maintenance of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers. That is why this is one of the most
important assignments your child may ever have to complete.

In addition to completing the checklist, your First Alert Junior Fire Inspector has taken a pledge
to make sure their home has a smoke alarm on every level and in every bedroom, to test
smoke alarm batteries monthly, to check to see if the smoke alarms are in good working
condition or have yellowed with age (smoke alarms should be replaced every 10 years), to help
create a fire emergency escape plan, to report all fires and fire hazards to an adult immediately,
and to never play with matches. The escape plan should be practiced by all household
members from time to time, so that everyone knows exactly what action to take in the event
of what can be a frightening and confusing emergency situation.

We’d also like to bring to your attention another potential hazard in the home—carbon monoxide
poisoning. This season it is most common, as people turn on their home heaters. In fact, carbon.
monoxide is the #1 cause of poisoning deaths in America. :

Carbon monoxide is so dangerous because it is a colorless and odorless gas. There is simply no
way to know it’s present unless you have a carbon monoxide alarm in your home.

In the meantime, please help your Junior Fire Inspector complete the in-home fire safety
checklist. When the checklist is completed, your child should return it to their teacher who will
approve it and award your child a signed certificate for successfully completing this task.

As the sponsor of this program, First Alert plans to enlist over 2 million First Alert Junior Fire
Inspectors all across the country during this school year. That’s 2 million homes that will be
fire safel

Junior Fire Inspectors have been asked to take their new official role very seriously. We hope
that you will support this effort wholeheartedly. It just might help save a life.



JUNIOR FIRE INSPECTORS ... FIRE SAFETY STARTS AT HOME
COMPLETE THIS FIRE SAFETY CHECKLIST & RETURN TO YOUR TEACHER

YES, WE'RE NEEDS

G ‘i&“-:‘f““jg SMOKE ALARMS f/‘ﬂ\ FIRESAFE!  ACTION
%ﬁf} There is at least one on every level. @N ] O]
;‘ 21\ q There is one in EVERY bedroom. ] ]
; %—w lﬁ* | Each alarm is tested & cleaned regularly. ] ]
M ‘\‘T%m | Each alarm’s battery is changed twice a year. ] L]
el ,"" We know a chirping sound means the battery is low. O O S
We know to replace smoke alarms every ten years, ‘g
or if it has become yellow due to extended age. J L]
FIRE EXTINGUISHERS L
Tharva ic A fAsn Avdindealhau awm Avrmwns Lascal D D
a5 B
MY FAMILY'S ESCAPEPLAN ™
We know a smoke alarm ringing means
get out NOW! ] ]
We know at least (2) exits from each room. (] (]
We know to crawl low to the floor when escaping. L] ]
We know to touch the doorknobs for heat before
opening doors. ] ]
We know the place outside our home to meet
after our escape. ] ]
We know once we’re out to STAY OUT. ] ]
Everyone in our family has practiced the plan. ] ]
WHEN REPORTING A FIRE
We know our fire emergency phone number. ] []-
We know to call from a neighbor’s house. ] ]
We know to stay calm, speak slowly, give our name,
address and phone number and not hang up
until the other person hangs up. L] ]

PARENT’S SIGNATURE

JUNIOR FIRE INSPECTOR SIGNATURE

This checklist is designed to provide the public with general information on fire safety. The information is compiled from sources believed to represent the best curren
opinion on the subject. First Alert assumes no liability for any actions taken by persons based on the information herein.

©1997 First Alert, Inc
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THE FIRST ALERT JR. FIRE INSPECTOR PLEDGE

As a First Alert Junior Fire Inspector, | , pledge to
always be on the lookout for fire hazards and to help keep my family safe by
doing all | can to prevent fires and make sure my home is fire safe.

It is my duty to:

1. Make sure my home has (1) working smoke alarm on every level and in
every bedroom.

2. Make sure all smoke alarms are cleaned and the batteries are checked
at least once a month.

3. Make sure my home has at least (1) fire extinguisher on every level
...and in the kitchen.

4. Help plan and practice a fire escape plan with my family.

5. Report any fire immediately to an adult or call 911 from a neighbor's
house.

6. Never play with matches or lighters.

accept this responsibility from now on as an official Junior Fire Inspector.

First Alert ..ecause your family comes first!

©1997 First Alert, I
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(Copy of Handout)
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“Nocturnal Olfactory Response to Smoke Odor”

People generally perceive that they are safe from fire in their home. One typical response is
that, if asleep, the smell of smoke will wake them up. This attitude might explain part of the
casual response to keeping smoke alarms operable. If a homeowner thinks that he will be
awakened in time to escape, replacing a smoke alarm’s dead battery may become a low priority.

Will the smell of smoke wake you? Fire Chief Joe Lynch of Irondale, Alabama had always
believed that a person’s sense of smell was dulled when asleep. In a manner of speaking, the
ability to smell went to sleep when the person nodded off. The assumption had been passed
down to him by training officers, and he made the fact a focal point of his public-education
presentations. Then a multiple fatality fire in south Alabama made him question the idea.

The fire victims were found near a window, so it was clear that they had died after waking
and trying to escape. What was not clear was what woke them? Opinions were split between
those who thought the smoke stirred the victims from sleep and those who thought that their
depressed sense of smell when asleep prevented that from happening. His curiosity piqued,
Chief Lynch began a systematic search of the medical literature.

The search trail led him through 25 libraries, medical institutions, government and private
repositories. He learned that we know a lot about sleep stages, sleep disorders, circadian
rhythms and the effect of age on sleep. But little was known about sleep and the sense of smell,
at least not enough to answer his question. Lynch did find a study that found that the sense of
smell may lessen with age, but smoke was not one of the odors tested.

The search became an applied research project for the Executive Fire Officer program at the
National Fire Academy. Its title is “Nocturnal Olfactory Response to Smoke Odor.” With the
cooperation of the Sleep Disorder Center at the University of Alabama (Birmingham), Chief
Lynch developed an experiment that observed the response of sleeping subjects to smoke, a non-
threatening odorant (citrus) and a placebo (water). The Center personnel were eager to assist
after seeing the paucity of the research on the subject.

Ten subjects ranging in age from 26 to 61 were selected from volunteers who were patients at
the center. Each subject was screened for normal response to the odorants while awake before
being accepted. The fully equipped facilities at the Center allowed the experimenters to
accurately atomize and disperse equal amounts of the liquids (a smoke flavoring used as a food
additive smelled just like wood smoke). Electrodes recorded respirations, pulse rate, eye and
muscle movement, heart thythms and brain waves. Sleep states were measured with a device
called a polysomnography machine and direct observation via an infrared camera.

The odorants were administered after each subject reached the same sleep stage, as
confirmed by EEG readings. The odorants were introduced into the room from a nebulizer
located in another room and routed via a hose. Each exposure lasted 90 seconds.

Only two of the ten subjects were aroused from sleep by the smoke odor. What had been a
piece of conventional wisdom was now confirmed by controlled experiment. Now that he has
experimental evidence that people are less likely to smell when asleep, Chief Lynch has added
the fact back to his lesson plans. Public educators can now say with some authority that fire
detection and suppression alarms are the only prudent method of alerting sleeping persons to a
fire in their home.
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Appendix E
Copy Of The Resurvey

LIFE SAFETY RE-SURVEY

Dear Parents,

You might remember filling out a survey similar to this one several weeks ago, many of
which you were kind enough to return. Since that time, we have shared a number of important
messages about smoke detectors with your children. Hopefully, you have received this material
and reviewed it with your children. Once again we would like for you to spend a moment in
filling out this survey to determine what effect this educational program had on our citizens.
Return this form to your child’s teacher. Thank-you for your time and contribution in making
our community a safer place to live. Please don’t forget to return your form by FRIDAY.
November 21, 1997! This form is part of an intensive life safety program that your fire
department and school are involved in. The results of this program will be reported in a future
PTO newsletter.

Child’s first name and last initial
Teacher Grade

School

Question:

Is your home currently protected by a working smoke detector?
Yes No

Thank-you

Joe Lynch, Fire Chief
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APPENDIX F
Value Change Study Table

Initial Surveys

Total Percentages
Surveys 723 100
Responses 326 45
Initial Survey Results
(before training and materials)
Responses (defined group) 326 100
Negative (Unprotected) Responses (study group) 53 16.26

Resurvey Results of Study Group
(after training and materials)

Total Responses 48 100
Total Negative (Unprotected) Responses 26 54

Comparison Between Initial Survey and Resurvey of the Study Group
(before and after training and materials)

Initial Negative (Unprotected) Responses 53 100
Resurvey Negative (Unprotected) Responses 26 100
Decrease in the Number of Negative (Unprotected) Responses 22 41.51

Improvements Applied to Initial Survey Results
(within study group after training and materials)

Responses 326 100

Negative (Unprotected) Responses-adjusted 26 8
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